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ABSTRACT
Streuli, Sierra, M.A., Fall 2021
Sociology
The Intersection of Race and Criminal History in Perceptions of Native Americans and Hiring
Chairperson: Kathy Kuipers
Studies show that race-based discrimination exists in the hiring process. Many minority job
candidates experience this phenomenon, especially when a criminal record is present. The
intersection of possessing a Native American identity and having a criminal history has yet to be
examined. This research compares the experience of Native American job candidates (some with
a criminal history and some without) to white job candidates (some with a criminal history and
some without) to see how these varying points of identity influence hiring process decisions in a
fictitious hiring scenario. Using an online questionnaire based on Foschi and Valenzuela’s
(2015) study using vignettes and outside assessors, I used one assessor A, who has the task of
determining the relative competence and related qualities of two people B and C for a fictional
job. Participants read vignettes about the applicants and then completed a survey where they
ranked and ordered applicants on scales of competency and suitability, as well as who they
thought should receive the job. The vignettes varied in terms of criminal history and race while
level of education, GPA, and college attended were all similar to each other. Contrary to
expectations, I found that the Native American candidate with no criminal history was chosen
over the white candidate with no criminal history. I also found that having a criminal history
across the board was an undesirable characteristic to possess for job applicants and that it was
weighed more heavily than race. The timing of the survey and other factors that may have
influenced these outcomes are discussed.
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1: INTRODUCTION
When individuals from varying groups interact, in-group preference or favoritism occurs
concurrently with out-group discrimination (Abbink and Harris 2019). Individuals favor those
who possess similar characteristics to themselves, meaning that they identify as being in the
same group as the other person, and therefore prefer them. Out-group discrimination occurs
when the assessor ‘labels’ the other person as not fitting in with their group (on the basis of
characteristics such as race, gender, nationality, etc.), which results in the other being categorized
as an out-group member, which can result in disparate treatment. This out-group categorization
is often attributed to social distance, conflict, and competition between groups (Abbink and
Harris 2019).
Being a member of a racial minority group can lead to racial discrimination in
employment and the hiring process (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Pager and Shepard 2008;
Young and Fox 2002). In-group/out-group preferences are important because they provide a
possible explanation for discrimination in hiring decisions. Employers may advertently or even
inadvertently exercise in-group preference and hire someone who characteristically resembles
themselves. In the US and most of the western world, this advantages groups who are more
likely to be in positions of power and do the hiring for their company or employer (Ramiah,
Hewstone, Dovidio, and Penner 2010). This advantages white people, while it disadvantages job
applicants of color.
The ability or inability of employers to review criminal records also can play a crucial
role in the level of discrimination that certain individuals receive. If employers are unable to run
a background check on job candidates, they are likely to infer past criminal activity based on
characteristics such as gender, race, or age (Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll 2006). This
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discrimination can negatively influence the employment opportunities for individuals who don’t
have a criminal history but belong to demographic groups that have high rates of incarceration.
Therefore, people of color, who experience the highest level of incarceration in the United
States, could be affected the most by this assumption. Native Americans are a group that
experiences high levels of incarceration and as a result, are at risk of experiencing this
phenomenon of the conflation of race and criminality. We would expect the experience of Native
Americans in the hiring process to be similar although most research hasn’t looked specifically at
them as an individual demographic group.
This paper proposes a research study that asks about the discrimination of Native
American ex-felons in the hiring process because I want to find out how having a criminal
history and being Native American, are compounded to influence an individual’s likelihood of
being a preferred job candidate when applying for a job, in order to help the public, understand
how race and criminal history intersect to influence an individual’s access to opportunities.
The discrimination of Native American ex-felons in the hiring process is an important
topic to study because it has important implications in relation to recidivism. The ability of exfelons to reintegrate into mainstream society after incarceration directly affects the individual’s
likelihood to end up back in prison (Visher and Travis 2003). Ex-felons who are unable to find
employment (one facet of reintegration) are likely to return to illegal methods of generating
income and therefore likely to end up back in prison. Hiring process discrimination, therefore, is
important to study because it has direct effects on the chances that individuals will recidivate.
Additionally, with the continued increase in mass incarceration, we expect more and more exfelons will continue to be released from prison and therefore this issue will only be exacerbated.
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In order to study discrimination against Native American ex-felons in the hiring process I
will be asking the following questions:
•

Overall, are Native Americans less likely to be hired than whites?

•

Are those who have served time in prison less likely to be hired than those who haven’t
been?

•

When criminal history and race (Native American) intersect, will white, non-criminals
receive privileges in hiring?

•

Will white ex-felons be discriminated against less than Native American ex-felons?

•

Will there be a difference in discrimination between Native Americans with no criminal
history and Native Americans who have been convicted of a crime?
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2: LITERATURE REVIEW
Racial Discrimination in Hiring
Discrimination and disparate treatment can be the result of stereotypes or false
judgements. Stereotypes often manifest as false judgements or defined group characteristics,
which can lead to disparate treatment and discrimination. Discrimination will be defined here as
“unequal treatment of various categories of people” (Macionis 2017; 282).
Stereotypical ideas of how interactions will proceed with out-group members profoundly
shape interactions between in-group and out-group members (Deegan, Hehman, Gaertner, and
Dovidio 2014). Negative expectations of interactions with individuals of different races can
produce negative emotions that shape intergroup cognitive attributions and behavior (Deegan et
al 2014). This means that negative interactions can produce negative emotions and influence the
interaction and the way that the interaction is attributed; therefore, a negative experience with an
out-group member can create a negative impression of the group to which that individual
belongs. The deployment of negative stereotypes influences the quality of interaction between
individuals of different races. Negative stereotypes and the quality of the interaction can shape
how individuals think about out-group members and influence in-group behavior towards them
(Deegan et al. 2014). Negative out-group behaviors are encoded as character traits rather than as
a product of situational constraints. For example, out-group test-taker, Sam, is considered not
very intelligent, whereas in-group test-taker Sam would be thought to have done poorly on his
test because, for example, it was noisy in the room. This is especially detrimental to members of
groups of color who may be perceived as confirming stereotypes. Observers seek to confirm
their expectations rather than disconfirm them (Deegan et al. 2014; Pager, Western, and Sugie
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2009). Therefore, this process leads to the perpetuation of negative stereotypes being associated
with out-group members.
An example of discrimination due to race can be found in Pager and Karafin’s (2009)
work using qualitative interviews with actual employers about their perceptions of hiring job
candidates of color. They found that concerns about the criminality of job applicants of color
were a commonly reported concern by employers who were interviewed. One employer from a
retail store explained that “black males are not expected to go out and work, because they are
doing other illegal things in the neighborhood” (Pager and Karafin 2009; 82). Another employer
reported that half of black men are in jail (Pager and Karafin 2009; 82). These two quotes from
interviews with employers show their thought process in hiring people of color. Employers are
associating candidates of color with danger, crime, and incarceration, which in turn makes them
incompatible with employment in the mainstream labor market. This phenomenon shows how
employers often conflate race with criminality even when a criminal record is not immediately
present.
Native Americans are a marginalized group who can experience discrimination at many
levels. Native Americans historically have been heavily influenced by conceptions of
colonialism and under that, notions of a racial hierarchy (Cramer 2006). This racial hierarchy
privileges white people and places them as the dominant group in Native American-white
relations. Through the use of this racial hierarchy groups of color are relegated to the bottom into
positions of subordinance.
Conceptions of a racial hierarchy can lead to individuals holding untrue, stereotypical
assumptions about Native Americans. Mihesuah (2009) discusses examples such as Native
Americans being seen as lazy and dependent upon government social service programs such as
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welfare, or that there are only a few intelligent Native Americans working that are professionals
in the labor market. These stereotypes about Native Americans can have negative effects when
they are trying to apply for jobs or when wanting to get a loan for a home (Mihesuah 2009).
Another problematic yet, commonly held stereotype about Native Americans is that they are
inferior to white people. An example of this can be seen in the fact that some university
professors believe Native Americans have inferior educational backgrounds and differing views
of the world than other racial and ethnic groups. The professors, therefore, don’t believe that
Native American students are able to complete the same amount of work as white students
(Mihesuah 2009).
Negative stereotypes can lead to more general discrimination against Native Americans
(Pager and Shepard 2008). In a New York state study of racial and sexual discrimination related
to government contracting, a Native American woman reported that “material and equipment
suppliers would not extend the same payment terms and price discounts to her” as she knew were
being made available to others (Frankel 1994; 443). In this case, the negative stereotypes that the
material and equipment suppliers held about Native Americans influenced their interaction with
this specific Native American woman. Researchers found that the suppliers made assumptions
informed by stereotypes about this Native American Woman’s ability to pay for supplies. These
stereotypes, in turn, led to discrimination in the way that the Native American woman received
differential treatment than the other white contractors. This woman government contractor went
on to say that “some manufacturers require two-party checks as a condition of selling to Native
American suppliers, even though they have no such requirement for white-owned firms”
(Frankel 1994; 443).
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Discrimination against Native Americans is prevalent in hiring practices as well. A study
asked a random sample of high school principals in the US to screen identical credentials of
teaching candidates (applications varied by race, but credentials were the same or very similar on
other characteristics) and then rank the candidates in order of which they would hire (Young and
Fox 2002). Young and Fox (2002) found that “credentials were viewed more positively by
principals for Asian candidates seeking an assistant principal position than for Hispanic
candidates and for Native American candidates seeking the same position” (Young and Fox
2002; 552). The only characteristic varying on the applications is race, therefore one can
conclude that Native American and Hispanic candidates were being excluded from consideration
because of their race. Other studies have found similar findings for non-white job applicants
(Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Pager and Shepard 2008; Zschirnt and Ruedin 2016;
Mcginnity and Lunn 2011; Jacquemet and Yannelis 2012 ), although few studies include Native
American candidates.
This research project will begin with race as a basis for discrimination in hiring and will
focus on the lower likelihood that a Native American job applicant will be the preferred job
applicant over a white job applicant.
Hypothesis1: All other characteristics being equal, white candidates will be preferred over Native
American candidates.
Criminality and Hiring
As Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll (2006) found that minority status and the presence of or the
assumed presence of a criminal history results in multiple points of comparison for potential job
applicants’ discrimination. Possessing a criminal history is referred to as having a ‘criminal
credential’ where the US prison system acts as a credentialing process similar to attending
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college or a trade school. It determines an individual’s access to opportunities and their life
course (Pager 2003). Real criminal history, or even a perceived criminal history due to racial
stereotypes, result in similar experiences of discrimination in the hiring process for groups that
have statistically high rates of incarceration. Stereotypes are defined by Allport (1935; 809), as
“attitudes which result in gross oversimplification of experience and in prejudgments”.
If access to criminal background checks are limited, “employers may infer the likelihood
of past criminal activity from such traits as gender, race, or age” (Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll
2006; 452). Even when credentials are the same for all applicants, minority group members are
less likely to be hired or receive a call back on a job application than their white counterparts
(Young and Fox 2002; Jacquemet and Yannelis 2012; Bursell 2014; Pager, Bonikowski, and
Western 2009; Pager and Karafin 2009). Holzer, et al refer to possessing identities in multiple
marginalized categories as a double bind or even a triple bind, where discrimination is based on
two or three of an individual’s characteristics. They found that employers who can perform
background checks are more likely to hire black applicants because once the employers’ initial
assumptions of criminality are disputed, they are more willing to hire the candidate of color.
Discrimination or stereotypical assumptions negatively affect the employment
opportunities of individuals with no criminal record, but who are members of minority groups
(Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll 2006). Minority job candidates with no criminal record still risk
employers assuming that they have a criminal history. The effect of the conflation of race and
expected criminality can be seen in a study conducted by Pager and Karafin (2009) that
interviewed employers about their attitudes towards hiring black and white workers. One
participant who owned a retail store reported that “black males are not expected to go out and
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work, because they are doing other illegal things in the neighborhood” (Pager and Karafin 2009;
82). A number of other employers reported similar reasons for not hiring black job candidates.
Incarceration results in reduced access to opportunities (Western and Pettit 2004;
Western and Beckett 1999) related to the stigma associated with possessing a criminal record.
Stigma here will be defined as, “an attribute that is deeply discrediting. . . An attribute that
stigmatizes one type of possessor can confirm the usualness of another” (Goffman 1962; 2).
Goffman (1962; 2) goes on to say that there are three types of stigma, but that possessing a
criminal record would fall under “blemishes of individual character perceived as weak will. . .
treacherous and rigid beliefs and dishonesty, these being inferred from a known record”.
The reduction in access to opportunities experienced by ex-felons is typically seen in
terms of civil disabilities. According to Saxonhouse (2004), the “collateral consequences of
criminal sentences, or “civil disabilities”. . . are scattered far and wide throughout federal, state,
and municipal codes”. Ex-felons are also unable to obtain many licenses required to work in the
private sector such as accountants, nurses, barbers, and contractors. Travis and Petersilia (2001)
go on to say, that stigma associated with incarceration makes ex-felons undesirable for entrylevel or union jobs. Civil disabilities limit ex-felons’ access to the skilled labor workforce or
public sector jobs. Incarceration effectively undermines the social networks necessary to obtain
employment in the legitimate labor market.
When the state sanctions discrimination against ex-felons, it is no surprise that the
general public would hold similar views. The general public tends to “demonize offenders as
dangerous, dishonest, or otherwise disreputable” (Hirschfield and Piquero 2010). According to
Hirschfield and Piquero (2010), this idea of the rehabilitation of ex-offenders in the US is a
myth. The status of being a criminal doesn’t go away upon release from prison. Having a
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criminal record often will remain with ex-felons for years to come if not for life and influence
their access to opportunities. According to Western and Beckett (1999), “on average, youth
incarceration reduces employment by about five percentage points or, about three weeks per
year”. Thus, youth delinquency remains with these individuals into adulthood and leads to
employment issues. Similarly, incarceration in adulthood leads to issues of unemployment. The
stigma associated with a criminal record at any age results in negative attitudes towards exoffenders. The negative attitudes will lead to an exclusion of ex-offenders from the legitimate
labor market (Hirschfield and Piquero 2010).
Holding the status of ex-offender is often used as a justification for exclusion from many
areas of social life such as traditional employment and housing. Individuals that spend time in
prison are “institutionally branded as a particular class of individuals—as are college graduates
or welfare recipients” (Pager 2003; 7). This brand as a criminal leads to the barring of exoffenders from many areas of social life. Exclusion of ex-offenders can range from civil
disabilities such as losing the right to vote to live in public housing to ostracism. This stigma and
exclusion continue into hiring practices. Many employers are less likely to consider an applicant
with a criminal record than someone without when hiring job applicants (Pager 2003; Western
and Pettit 2004; Pager and Quillian 2005; Ahmed and Lang 2017; Pager, Bonikowski, and
Western 2009; Pager, Western, Sugie 2009).
Hypothesis2: All other characteristics being equal, job candidates without a criminal history will
be the preferred job candidate over those with a criminal history.
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The Intersection of Race and Criminality in Hiring
The US carceral state disproportionately affects poor, minority, non-white populations
(Western and Pettit 2004; Western and Pettit 2000; Pager 2003). Therefore, the consequence of
having a criminal record affects people of color at higher rates. Latinx and African Americans
make up around thirty-two percent (32%) of the US population (NAACP 2015). Yet they make
up fifty-six percent (56%) of those incarcerated in 2015 (NAACP 2015). Compared to White
American men, Native American men are four times more likely to go to prison (Ross-Pilkington
2017). Native American women are six times more likely to go to prison than white women.
In minority populations incarceration rates are much higher than their white counterparts’
due, in part, to a history of discrimination broadly in the United States as well as more directly
discriminatory policing tactics. An example of a discriminatory policing tactic is racial profiling.
Racial profiling occurs when police target minorities “for routine traffic and pedestrian (Terry
stop) stops” (Engel, Klahm, and Tillyer 2010). When members of minority groups have more
interactions with police than white individuals, police are more likely to find individuals from
minority groups violating the law because police are pulling over or stopping more minority
members than white people. This does not mean, however, that members of minority groups
commit more crimes than white people. Minority status in conjunction with the presence of a
criminal record can result in the compounded marginality of individuals’ identities. According to
Pager et al. (2009), “People of color. . . face a double stigma with both race and their ex-offender
status when seeking employment”. The intersection of race and criminality exacerbates already
existing issues of discrimination and stigma. These aspects of an individual’s identity culminate
to substantially influence their access to opportunities and their quality of life.
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Native Americans are a group that falls into the category of individuals who are
stereotyped as having criminal records. Native Americans experience high rates of incarceration
nationally; Native American men are imprisoned at four times the rate of white men (Hartney
and Vuong 2009). The number of Native Americans per capita being held in state and federal
prisons is about 38 percent above the national average (Donelan 1999). The high rate of
incarceration of Native Americans leads to high rates of Native American ex-felons trying to
reintegrate into mainstream society upon release from prison. The presence of a criminal record
exacerbates the discrimination that Native American job candidates already experience in the
hiring process and employment (Pager 2003; Pager and Quilian 2005; Pager 2007; Western and
Pettit 2004; Western and Pettit 2000).
The criminal justice system acts as a “credentialing” process in that it affects individuals’
access to opportunities (Pager 2003). A criminal record goes as far as to increase the likelihood
of unemployment by reducing the job prospects of ex-felons (Western and Beckett 1999). A
history of criminality can mitigate the otherwise positive characteristics a job applicant may
possess (Pager, Western, Sugie 2009). The value of a criminal record holds immense weight in
the hiring processes. When race is included in this discussion of the effects of a criminal record,
these issues are compounded.
Despite the presence of a criminal record, white applicants are still more likely to be
hired over African Americans with no criminal history. Astonishingly, white job applicants with
a criminal record received more callbacks than black applicants with no criminal record (Pager
2003). Pager (2003; 959), reported that on “three separate occasions. . . black testers [job
applicants] were asked in person (before submitting their applications) whether they had a prior
criminal history”. Whereas none of the white job applicants were asked about their criminal
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histories upfront (Pager 2003). People of color are affected more by the presence or the
assumption of a criminal record than white people are (Pager, Western, Sugie 2009; Pager 2007;
Western and Beckett 1999; Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll 2006).
Pager (2003) reported that “whites with criminal records received more favorable
treatment (17%) than blacks without criminal records (14%)”. Pager’s (2003) findings speak to
the double marginalizing effect of the intersection of race and criminal history. The effect of a
criminal record as well as being African American (black) are compounded to further
disadvantage these groups and restrict their access to opportunities (Western and Beckett 1999;
Pager, Western, Sugie 2009; Purnell 2013). While past research has focused on minority exoffenders’ discrimination in the hiring process, information is lacking about discrimination
against Native American ex-felons. Stereotypes about Native Americans often can lead to the
proliferation of offensive and untrue group characteristics that in turn affect their access to
opportunities.
Hypothesis3: All other characteristics being equal, white job candidates with a criminal
history will be preferred over a Native American job candidate without a criminal record.
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3: METHODS
The methods used in this study were based on Foschi and Valenzuela’s (2015) methods
using resumes and a respondent as the outside assessor. Assessors, A, had the task of
determining the relative competence, suitability, and related qualities of two job candidates (B
and C) based on a fictional job application process. The assessors (A) were given resumes to
review to assess candidates (B and C) via the completion of an online survey on Qualtrics. There
were four surveys in total, but each assessor completed only one survey (See Table 3.2). Four
surveys were needed to test all of the hypotheses associated with this project. A survey was
essential to this study because it allowed me to secure the most possible respondents (assessors).
Qualtrics also allowed me to maintain the anonymity of my respondents by hiding their IP
addresses.
Respondents (assessors) were told that the survey was a study looking at the perceptions
of job applicants in the hiring process. The respondents were given instructions and told that they
could leave any questions blank for any reason, they could stop taking the survey at any time,
and that it was anonymous. Respondents had already opted-in to participating in student research
through the Calling All Alumni Project (CAAP)1, and subsequently they received a link to the
survey and the confidentiality statement, as well as the instructions.
Recruitment
The respondents for this study were alumni from the University of Montana. Using the
University of Montana alumni as the experimental participants provided a well-defined

1

The Calling All Alumni Project (CAAP) is headed by Dr. Kathy Kuipers of the Sociology Department at UM. Dr.
Kuipers started the project in 2008, asking UM alumni to either opt-in or opt-out of participating in student research.
Alumni who opted into participation were then emailed various student surveys to complete. There is a UM
affiliated website associated with the project that posts findings from the CAAP research, so alumni can see what is
being discovered through their participation.

14

population, meaning that they “had very similar educational experiences at a common
university”, which allows for a certain degree of uniformity (Eesley 2011; 12). This uniformity
was important in my study because using alumni as participants allowed me to obtain
participants similar to actual employers in terms of educational level and age. The use of alumni
also provided a broad age range of participants because alumni participants’ years of graduation
could vary by decades (Eesley 2011). Through working closely with the Office for Alumni
Relations at the University of Montana and their Database Manager, I randomly assigned
potential respondents (alumni) to receive a specific link to one of the four surveys. We randomly
assigned respondents to surveys using their unique alumni personal ID (PIDM) number.
The survey testing hypothesis1 was sent to 10,297 alumni initially; around 16% opened
the message, and 201 people (around 2%) clicked on the link to complete the survey. The survey
testing hypothesis2 was sent to 10,321 alumni initially, while around 16% of people opened the
message, 225 people (around 2%) actually clicked the link to complete the survey. There were
two surveys needed to test the conditions for hypothesis3. One of the surveys was sent to 10,210
alumni, 15% of people opened the message, and 225 people (around 2%) actually clicked the
link to complete the survey. The other survey being used to test hypothesis3 was sent to 10,339
alumni, 15% of them opened the letter, while 219 people (2%) actually clicked the link to
complete the survey.
Characteristics of the Population
Demographic characteristics for the alumni from University of Montana are unfortunately
unavailable, however, I was able to obtain the current demographic make-up for students
enrolled at UM in the Fall of 2021, and in the case of gender, the demographic characteristics of
students enrolled in the Spring of 2020. While these numbers change each year, one might
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assume that the current demographics of the UM student population, would similarly reflect the
demographics of the current alumni association. According to Student Census Enrollment
numbers (2021), 76.4% of students enrolled at the University of Montana identify as white, 7.9%
identify as Asian, 7.0% identify as Native American or Indigenous, 4.7% identify as Hispanic,
2.7% identify as multi-racial, 1% identify as Black or African American, and 0.2% identify as
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander. In the Spring of 2020, 58.3% of students enrolled at
UM identified as Women, while 41.7% identified as Men. It is also worth noting that about
30.8% of students enrolled in 2021 were first-generation college students.
Questionnaire
The independent variables in this study are race and criminal history, while the dependent
variables (see Table 3.1) are the recommendation of which candidate (B or C) should be the
preferred job applicant, who is determined to be most “suitable, and who is deemed most
“competent” for the job. For this reason, copies of job applications were used and varied in terms
of criminal history and race, while the level of education, GPA, degree received, college
attended, and job experience were all controlled for. This means that the dependent variables
were the same or equivalent for all job candidates.
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Table 3.1. Dependent Variable Measures
Variable
Preferred Candidate

Suitability

Competency

Attitudes or Feelings about
Candidate

Question
Which candidate is best for
the job?
Which candidate would you
recommend for the job?
In terms of suitability for the
job, how would you rate
[candidate x]?
If you had to predict how
competent this candidate
would be at this job, how
would you rate [candidate x]?
For the following pairs of
adjectives, indicate the point
on the scale which YOU
believe best describes the
behavior and characteristics
of [candidate x].

Likert Scale Rating
B or C, D or E, F or G

Very suitable to Very
unsuitable
Very competent to Very
incompetent

Considerate / Inconsiderate
Harmless / Dangerous
Knowledgeable /
Unknowledgeable
High Status/ Low Status
Leader / Follower
Safe / Threatening
Cooperative / Uncooperative
Capable / Incapable
Ambitious / Lazy
Trustworthy / Dishonest
Stoic / Humorous
Likable / Unlikable
Friendly / Unfriendly
Spiritual / Worldly

To test my hypotheses (shown in Table 3.2), the assessors (A) evaluated six candidates
(B and C, D and E, F and G) in terms of three different job descriptions. The first four applicants
(B and C, D and E) that each assessor (A) reviewed were practice candidates, and every
respondent evaluated the same four candidates (B and C, D and E). These practice candidates
were used as a task orientation for respondents to make sure they understood the instructions,
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which ensured the validity of their responses for the test pairs. These first four candidates also
were used to make sure respondents didn’t figure out what was being tested in the hypotheses.
As well as to make sure that assessors understood the procedure used for evaluating the
candidates, therefore, the data associated with the first four applicants were not analyzed. The
last two candidates (F and G) were the test pair; therefore, they varied on each survey and were
used to evaluate my hypotheses.
Table 3.2. Conditions Being Tested in each Hypothesis
Hypothesis
Number
Hypothesis 1
Hypothesis 2
Hypothesis 3

White

Native American Criminal History

X
N/A
X

X
N/A
X

N/A
X
X

To test hypothesis1 the assessors (A) reviewed a white job candidate (B) and a Native
candidate (C) both with no criminal history. These candidates needed to be compared to see who
the preferred candidate was because there is relatively little other research that shows the
discrimination of Native Americans in the hiring process. I also needed to establish a race
baseline to compare interaction hypotheses.
To test hypothesis2 the assessors (A) reviewed an applicant with a criminal history (B)
and an applicant without a criminal history (C) with no information about race. This comparison
showed if someone without a criminal history is a more suitable job candidate than someone
with a criminal history. It was important to establish the assessor’s (A) baseline perceptions and
opinions of ex-felons.
To test hypothesis3 assessors (A) in one condition reviewed a white job applicant with a
criminal history (B) and a Native American job applicant without a criminal history (C). I
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specifically used this hypothesis to test if white job applicants with a criminal record were
preferred over Native American job applicants without a criminal record. I also examined the
interaction between perceptions of race and perceptions of criminal history, comparing the
previous conditions with the following. In a second condition, assessors (A) reviewed a white job
applicant without a criminal history (B) and Native American job applicant with a criminal
history (C).
Candidate Evaluation Process
The assessors (A) reviewed fictitious job listings to evaluate job candidates (B and C, D
and E, F and G). Assessors were asked to evaluate the first two candidates (B and C) for a
Medical Office Receptionist job description. The second set of candidates (D and E) was
evaluated for a Bank Teller job description. Lastly, the third pair of candidates in all cases (F and
G) was evaluated in terms for an Installation and Service Technician job description.
The assessors (A) indicated their preferred candidate in each pair by indicating ‘which
candidate was best for the job’ and ‘which candidate they recommended for the job’ (B or C, D
or E, F or G) for the candidates that they reviewed (shown in Table 3.1). The assessors (A),
regardless of their previous recommendation, also rated the two candidates in each pair on a
scale of suitability based upon their own definition of the term (from extremely suitable to
extremely unsuitable) and competency (from extremely competent to extremely incompetent).
To gauge assessors’ (A) attitudes and feelings about the candidates they completed 14 pairs of
semantic differentials for each of the six candidates. When completing the semantic differentials,
assessors (A) were asked to indicate a point on a scale of two adjectives, that they believe “best
describes the behavior and characteristics” of the job candidate. The pairs of words used in the

19

semantic differentials were chosen purposefully to reflect stereotypes of leadership styles
associated with Native Americans as well as ex-felons.
The survey also asked several demographic questions to categorize respondents based on
their type of degree, gender, age, if they had a criminal history, and their race. This served as a
check for respondents who possessed similar characteristics to my fictitious job applicants and
the potential for them to be influenced by their in-group bias. The demographic questions also
allowed me as a researcher to have more insight into how participants’ identities influenced
which candidate they preferred.
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4: RESULTS
We tested three hypotheses that look at how race, (Native American2 or White), criminal
history, and the intersection of the two influence the likelihood of being chosen as the preferred
candidate for a fictitious job listing. Here, preferred is used to reflect both, the job candidate who
was ‘recommended’ the most for the job listing and the candidate most chosen as ‘best for the
job’ the most.
I received a total of 269 completed survey responses that tested three hypotheses using
three different conditions that represented different characteristics of the job candidates.
Different surveys were sent out to four separate subpopulations of alumni; two surveys were
needed to test hypothesis three.
I examined the demographic characteristics of the overall sample and the samples of each
of the conditions. Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 describe the demographic characteristics of each
condition as well as my overall sample.

2

The term Native American is used rather than Indigenous for several reasons. When I collected my data “Native
American” was used throughout the academic literature and, therefore, it was the term I used in my survey.
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Descriptive Statistics of the Sample
Table 4.1: Respondents’ Race and Ethnicity By Condition Represented as Percentages (N=324)
Race
Condition 1
Condition 2
White
95.5%
88.6%
Black or African
1.1%
American
American Indian,
2.3%
Native American,
or Alaska Native
Asian or Pacific
1.1%
2.3%
Islander
Hispanic, Latino,
4.5%
or of Hispanic
Origin
Other
2.2%
2.3%
Total
99.9%
100%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error.

Condition 3
87.2%
0.6%
1.9%

1.9%
1.9%

6.4%
99.9%

Condition one compared a white job candidate to a Native American job candidate. This
condition had the largest percentage of white respondents (95.5%) and was one of only two
conditions that had respondent(s) (1.1%) who identified as Black or African American. Two
respondents selected ‘other’ and then both wrote in “American”.
Condition two compared a job candidate with a criminal history to a job candidate with
no criminal history. The majority of respondents (88.6%) identified as white. Two respondents
selected the ‘other’ box and then one wrote in Latina and the other wrote in Irish. Condition two
was one of two conditions that had respondents who identified as Hispanic or Latino, or of
Spanish Origin (4.88%).
Condition three combined race/ethnicity with a criminal history to examine the
intersection of the two variables. The first of two surveys compared a white job candidate with a
criminal history to a Native American job candidate with no criminal history. The second survey
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compared a white job candidate with no criminal history to a Native American job candidate
with a criminal history. The majority of respondents in this condition identify as white (87.2%).
Condition three had the largest percentage of respondents (6.4%) who selected the ‘other’ box.
Eight respondents out of the ten that selected the ‘other’ box wrote in a response; two of these
respondents wrote in that they identified as white and American Indian, and others responded
that they identified as “Mixed”, “Human”, “Amish”, “Montanan”, “American”, and of “Middle
Eastern descent”.
In the total sample with all conditions together, the majority of the respondents were
white (92%), while a small portion of the respondents identified as people of color (6.1%). A
small percentage (4.3%) selected the ‘other’ option, while 3.6% of people who selected ‘other’
opted to write-in their race. In comparison, the overall racial distribution of people in Montana is
85.9% White, 6.7% American Indian and Alaska Native, 4.1% Hispanic or Latino, 0.9% Asian,
0.6% Black or African American, and 0.1% Native Hawaiian and other Pacific Islander (“US
Census Bureau QuickFacts” 2019).
Table 4.2. Respondents’ Gender Identity By Condition Represented as Percentages (N=316)
Gender
Cisgender Man
Cisgender Woman
Other
Nonbinary/Gender
Fluid/Two-Spirit
Total

Condition 1
38.6%
53.4%
8.0%

Condition 2
54.9%
43.9%

Condition 3
45.2%
48.6%
6.2%

1.2%

100%

100%

100%

Condition one had the largest percentage of Cisgender Women (53.41%). It also had the
smallest percentage of Cisgender Men (43.18%). Of the two respondents who selected ‘other’,
neither one wrote in an alternate gender identity.
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Condition two had the largest percentage of Cisgender Men (54.88%) and the smallest
percentage (43.90%) of Cisgender Women. This condition also had the only Non-binary/Gender
Fluid/Two-Spirit respondent.
In condition three, nine respondents selected the ‘other’ category. Out of those nine
respondents two people wrote in that they identified as “female” and two people wrote in that
they identified as ‘male’.
In the total sample, approximately half of the respondents (49.7%) were cisgender
women while half (49.7%) were cisgender men, and 0.3% identified as Non-binary, Gender
Fluid, or Two-spirit. The ‘other’ category represents respondents who indicated they did not
identify with the categories provided. Of those who checked the ‘other’ box (5.0%), 2.8% wrote
in an answer that indicated they identified as either ‘male’ or ‘female’.
Table 4.3. Percentage of Respondents’ Highest Level of Education Completed By Condition
(N=321).
Level of Education
Condition 1
Condition 2
Some College
1.1%
1.2%
Associate degree
1.2%
(AA Degree)
Undergraduate
45.5%
32.1%
Degree
Master of
35.2%
42.9%
Arts/Master of
Science
Doctorate
17.0%
21.4%
Other
1.1%
1.2%
Total
100.0%
100.0%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error.

24

Condition 3
0.7%
0.3%
28.9%
45.0

24.2%
100.1%

Condition one had the highest percentage (45.5%) of respondents who had completed
undergraduate degrees while having the lowest percentage (52.2%) of respondents with
advanced degrees.
Condition two had the second-highest percentage of respondents who had completed
advanced degrees (64.3%), while this condition came in second with the lowest percentage
(34.5%) of respondents who had completed some college, an associate degree, or an
undergraduate degree.
Condition three had the highest percentage (69.2%) of respondents who had completed
advanced degrees and the lowest percentage (30.9%) of respondents who had completed some
college or obtained an associate degree or undergraduate degree.
In the total sample, almost two-thirds (63.2%) had completed advanced degrees above an
undergraduate degree, while around a third had completed undergraduate degrees, and 1.8% had
completed some college or an associate degree (AA degree). In comparison, overall, 13.1% of
U.S. adults have completed advanced degrees above an undergraduate degree (America Counts
Staff 2019).
Tests of Hypotheses
Hypothesis 1 stated that all other characteristics being equal, a white candidate with no
criminal history (candidate 1) will be preferred over a Native American job candidate with no
criminal history (candidate 2). The alumni in my sample recommended the Native American job
candidate the majority (80.7%) of the time and chose the same candidate as best for the job the
majority (77.8%) of the time. These results are inconsistent with what was predicted in
hypothesis 1, which was that the white job candidate would be selected instead of the Native
American candidate. Unexpectedly, the results showed that the Native American candidate was
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preferred. This could be due to respondents being more cognizant of race due to politics
occurring at the time the survey was administered.
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Table 4.4. Preferred Candidate Results Shown as Percentages (N=539)
Recommended
Candidate 1 (White candidate/ without criminal history)
19.3%
Candidate 2 (Native American candidate/ without criminal history) 80.7%
Total
100%

Best
22.2%
77.8%
100%

Candidate 3 (no race candidate/ without criminal history)
Candidate 4 (no race candidate/ with criminal history)
Total

71.8%
28.2%
100%

70.9%
29.1%
100%

Candidate 5 (White candidate/ without criminal history)
Candidate 6 (Native American candidate/ with criminal history)
Total

66.7%
33.3%
100%

70.7%
29.3%
100%

Candidate 7 (Native American candidate/ without criminal history)
Candidate 8 (White candidate/ with criminal history)
Total

91.3%
8.7%
100%

91.3%
8.7%
100%

Hypothesis 2 stated that all other characteristics being equal, a job candidate without a
criminal history (candidate 3) will be the preferred job candidate over those with a criminal
history (candidate 4). The respondents in my sample recommended the job candidate without a
criminal history the majority (71.8%) of the time and selected the same candidate as best for the
job the majority (70.9%) of the time. This finding confirms the prediction made by hypothesis 2
that criminal history negatively influences the likelihood of a job candidate with a criminal
history being ‘recommended’ for the job or chosen as ‘best for the job’.
Hypothesis 3 stated that all other characteristics being equal, a white job candidate with a
criminal history will be preferred over a Native American job candidate without a criminal
history. In other words, it is predicted that race will be weighed more heavily in importance than
criminal history for consideration in job hiring when both characteristics are present at the same
time. To test hypothesis 3, two surveys were used to ensure that preference was selected due to
criminal history or race. The first survey compared a white job candidate without a criminal
history (candidate 5) with a Native American job candidate with a criminal history (candidate 6).
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The second survey compared a Native American job candidate without a criminal history
(candidate 7) with a white job candidate with a criminal history (candidate 8). Respondents to the
first hypothesis 3 survey recommended the white job candidate without a criminal history
(candidate 5) the majority (66.7%) of the time and chose the same candidate as ‘best for the job’
the majority (70.7%) of the time. Respondents to the second hypothesis 3 survey recommended
the Native American job candidate without a criminal history (candidate 7) the majority (91.3%)
of the time and chose the same candidate as ‘best for the job’ the majority (91.3%) of the time.
Thus, both surveys indicate that criminal history was more important than race in the selection of
the candidates. These results were inconsistent with what hypothesis 3 predicted, which was that
a white job candidate with a criminal history would be selected instead of a Native American job
candidate with no criminal history. The results, however, are consistent with the findings from
the first survey used to test hypothesis 3. Those results indicated that the white candidate without
a criminal history was chosen as ‘best for the job’ and was recommended the most for the job
instead of the Native American candidate with a criminal history. These results indicate that
respondents weighed criminal history more heavily than race when evaluating the hiring scenario
posed in the surveys.
Perceptions of Candidates
After evaluating the job candidates for ‘best for the job’ and ‘recommended’ we were
interested in the insights into reasons the respondents preferred the candidates that they chose, so
we asked respondents to evaluate the individuals one at a time on suitability and competency
scales that ranged from ‘extremely suitable’ to ‘extremely unsuitable’ and from ‘extremely
competent’ to ‘extremely incompetent’. Tables 4.5, 4.6, 4.7, and 4.8 represent how the
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candidates were rated on the suitability scales, while tables 4.9, 4.10, 4.11, and 4.12 represent
how the candidates were rated on the competency scales.
Table 4.5. Hypothesis 1, Candidate Suitability Likert Scale Results Shown as Percentages
(N=87)
Suitability Rating

White candidate/ without
criminal history
19.5%
68.9%
9.2%
2.3%

Native American candidate/
without criminal history
36.8%
55.2%
6.9%
1.2%

Extremely Suitable
Moderately Suitable
Slightly Suitable
Neither Suitable nor
Unsuitable
Slightly Unsuitable
Moderately Unsuitable
Extremely Unsuitable
Totals
99.9%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error.

100.1%

The results from the suitability ratings indicate that respondents viewed candidate 2, the
Native American candidate without a criminal history as a more suitable choice for the job
description. These results suggest that race is a consideration when rating the suitability of a job
candidate in a hiring scenario. This is consistent with the results of the candidate chosen as the
preferred candidate previously by respondents for the hiring scenario, further strengthening the
idea that race is a consideration in hiring scenarios.
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Table 4.6. Hypothesis 2 Candidate Suitability Likert Scale Results Shown as Percentages
(N=80)
Suitability Rating

No race candidate/ without
criminal history
19.8%
69.1%
9.9%
1.2%

No race candidate/ with
criminal history
8.8%
52.5%
32.5%
2.5%

Extremely Suitable
Moderately Suitable
Slightly Suitable
Neither Suitable nor
Unsuitable
Slightly Unsuitable
Moderately Unsuitable
Extremely Unsuitable
Totals
100%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error.

2.5%
1.3%
100.1%

The results from the suitability ratings indicate that respondents viewed candidate 3, the
candidate without a criminal history, as the more suitable choice for the job description.
Candidate 3 was rated extremely suitable 19.8% of the time and was rated as moderately suitable
69.1% of the time. It is worth noting that candidate 4, the no race candidate with a criminal
history was rated by 2.5% of respondents as slightly unsuitable and by 1.3% as moderately
unsuitable, while also being rated by 52.5% of respondents as moderately suitable. This is
consistent with the results of the candidate chosen as the preferred candidate previously by
respondents in the hiring scenario, further strengthening the claim that criminal history
negatively influences the likelihood of a job candidate being viewed as suitable or chosen as the
preferred candidate for the job description.
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Table 4.7. Hypothesis 3, Survey 1 Candidate Suitability Likert Scale Results Shown as
Percentages (N=111)
Suitability Rating

White candidate/ without
criminal history
40.9%
52.3%
6.8%

Native American candidate/
with criminal history
18.6%
67.4%
7.0%
4.7%

Extremely Suitable
Moderately Suitable
Slightly Suitable
Neither Suitable nor
Unsuitable
Slightly Unsuitable
Moderately Unsuitable
Extremely Unsuitable
Totals
100%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error.

2.3%

100%

The results from the suitability ratings indicate that respondents viewed candidate 5, the
white candidate without a criminal history as more suitable for the job description when being
compared to the Native American candidate with a criminal history. It is important to note that
candidate 5, the white candidate without a criminal history, had the highest percentage (40.9%)
of respondents rate them as ‘extremely suitable’ for the job description out of any of the pair
comparisons. This could indicate that the stigma associated with having a criminal history more
negatively affects Native American job candidates when they are being compared to a white
candidate without a criminal history. Candidate 6, the Native American candidate with a criminal
history was rated by 1.3% of respondents as moderately unsuitable for the job, suggesting once
again that criminal history is not a suitable characteristic for hiring and that it is more detrimental
for Native American candidates when being compared to white job candidates without a criminal
history. This finding is consistent with the candidate chosen previously as the preferred candidate
for the job description, further strengthening the claim that criminal history negatively influences
the likelihood of a job candidate being viewed as suitable (especially if the candidate is Native
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American being compared to a white candidate without a criminal history) or chosen as the
preferred candidate for the job description.
Table 4.8. Hypothesis 3 Survey 2 Candidate Suitability Likert Scale Results Shown as
Percentages (N=111)
Suitability Rating

Native American candidate/
without criminal history
25.0%
63.2%
10.3%
1.5%

Extremely Suitable
Moderately Suitable
Slightly Suitable
Neither Suitable nor
Unsuitable
Slightly Unsuitable
Moderately Unsuitable
Extremely Unsuitable
Totals
100%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error.

White candidate/ with
criminal history
14.3%
60.0%
21.4%
1.4%

1.4%
1.4%
99.9%

The results from the suitability ratings indicate that respondents viewed candidate 7, the
Native American candidate without a criminal history as the more suitable candidate for the job
description. Candidate 8, the white candidate with a criminal history was viewed by 1.4% of
respondents as moderately unsuitable and 1.4% as extremely unsuitable, providing additional
support for the conclusions drawn from the suitability ratings of candidates 5 and 6, that criminal
history is not a suitable characteristic for hiring and that it more negatively affects the perception
of the suitability of Native American job candidates when compared to white candidates without
a criminal history. Furthermore, this finding is consistent with the results of the candidate
previously chosen as the preferred candidate further strengthening my findings.
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Table 4.9. Hypothesis 1 Candidate Competency Likert Scale Results Shown as Percentages
(N=87)
Competency Rating

White candidate/ without
criminal history
13.8%
73.6%
10.3%
2.3%

Native American candidate/
without criminal history
32.2%
55.2%
11.5%
1.2%

Extremely Competent
Moderately Competent
Slightly Competent
Neither Competent nor
Incompetent
Slightly Incompetent
Moderately Incompetent
Extremely Incompetent
Totals
100%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error

100.1%

The results from the competency ratings indicate that candidate 2, the Native American
candidate without a criminal history was viewed as more competent than candidate 1, the white
candidate without a criminal history. These results suggest that race is a consideration when
rating the competency of a job candidate in a hiring scenario. This finding is consistent with the
results of the candidate previously chosen as the preferred candidate as well as who was viewed
as the more suitable candidate for the job description, further strengthening the claim that race is
a consideration in hiring scenarios.

33

Table 4.10. Hypothesis 2 Candidate Competency Likert Scale Results Shown as Percentages
(N=80
Competency Rating

No race candidate/ without
criminal history
16.3%
67.5%
12.5%
3.8%

Extremely Competent
Moderately Competent
Slightly Competent
Neither Competent nor
Incompetent
Slightly Incompetent
Moderately Incompetent
Extremely Incompetent
Totals
100.1%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error

No race candidate/ with
criminal history
12.5%
61.3%
20.0%
6.3%

100.1%

The results from the competency ratings also indicate that candidate 3, the candidate
without a criminal history, was viewed as the more competent job applicant for the job
description. These results suggest that criminal history negatively influences the perception of
competency of a job applicant in a hiring scenario. This finding is consistent with the results of
the candidate previously chosen as the preferred candidate as well as who was viewed as the
more suitable candidate for the job description and provides further support for our claim that
criminal history negatively affects the likelihood of a job candidate being viewed as suitable,
competent, or chosen as the preferred candidate for the job description.
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Table 4.11. Hypothesis 3 Survey 1 Candidate Competency Likert Scale Results Shown as
Percentages (N=111)
Competency Rating

White candidate/ without
criminal history
20.9%
65.1%
11.6%
2.3%

Native American candidate/
with criminal history
11.6%
65.1%
14.0%
7.0%

Extremely Competent
Moderately Competent
Slightly Competent
Neither Competent nor
Incompetent
Slightly Incompetent
Moderately Incompetent
Extremely Incompetent
Totals
99.9%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error

2.3%
100%

The results from the competency ratings also indicate that candidate 5, the white
candidate without a criminal history was viewed as a more competent candidate for the job
description. It is worth noting that candidate 6, the Native American candidate with a criminal
history was viewed by 2.3% of respondents as moderately incompetent, strengthening the claim
that criminal history negatively affects the likelihood of a job candidate being viewed as suitable,
competent, or chosen as the preferred candidate for the job description. This finding is consistent
with the results of the candidate previously chosen as the preferred candidate as well as who was
viewed as the more suitable candidate for the job description, further strengthening the claim that
criminal history negatively impacts the likelihood of a job candidate being viewed as suitable,
competent, or chosen as the preferred candidate for the job description.
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Table 4.12. Hypothesis 3, Survey 2 Candidate Competency Likert Scale Results Shown as
Percentages (N=111)
Competency Rating

Native American candidate/
without criminal history
22.1%
66.7%
10.3%

Extremely Competent
Moderately Competent
Slightly Competent
Neither Competent nor
Incompetent
Slightly Incompetent
Moderately Incompetent
Extremely Incompetent
Totals
99.1%
Note: Column percentages may not sum to 100 due to rounding error

White candidate/ with
criminal history
15.7%
55.7%
22.9%
4.3%

1.4%
100%

The results from the competency ratings indicate that candidate 7, the Native American
candidate without a criminal history was viewed as the more competent candidate for the job. It
is worth noting candidate 8 was rated by 1.4% of respondents as moderately incompetent,
providing additional support to the conclusions drawn from the competency ratings of candidates
5 and 6, which say that criminal history negatively affects the perception of competency of a job
applicant in my hiring scenario. This finding is consistent with the results of the candidate
previously chosen as the preferred candidate as well as who was viewed as the more suitable
candidate for the job description, further strengthening the claim that criminal history negatively
affects the likelihood of a job candidate being viewed as suitable, competent, or chosen as the
preferred candidate for the job description. These results add additional support for the claim that
race is a consideration in my hiring scenario as well.
Validity of Manipulations
In the surveys I manipulated characteristics about the job candidates that were intended to
denote their race, as either Native American or White, and whether they possess a criminal
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history or not. The race of the candidate was intended to be inferred based on where they are
from geographically (either Browning, Helena, or Kalispell) as well as having attended a
community college (either Helena College or Flathead Valley Community College) or a Tribal
College (Blackfeet Tribal Community College). Resumes indicated criminal history by checking
a box saying ‘yes’ or ‘no’ to having a criminal history.
Manipulation checks were included in order to test whether the survey respondents
interpreted the candidate information correctly. After picking their preferred candidate and rating
candidates on suitability and competency scales, survey respondents were asked to select “based
on their best guess, what the race of candidate x is” as well as, to select whether the candidate
previously reviewed “possessed a criminal history or not”.
Respondents to the survey used to test hypothesis 1, the vast majority of the time (97.3%)
correctly indicated that candidate 1 is white and every respondent (100%) correctly indicated
that candidate 1 does not possess a criminal record. Respondents to the survey used to test
hypothesis 1 correctly indicated the majority (93.8%) that candidate two is Native American and
every respondent (100%) correctly indicated that candidate 2 does not possess a criminal record
either.
Respondents to the survey used to test hypothesis 2, the majority (85.5%) correctly
indicated that candidate 3 is white and the majority (82.5%) correctly indicated that candidate 3
does possess a criminal record. Respondents to the survey used to test hypothesis 2 correctly
indicated the vast majority of the time (92.9%) that candidate 4 is white and the majority (87.0%)
indicated that candidate 4 does not possess a criminal record.
Respondents to the first survey used to test hypothesis 3, correctly indicated that
candidate 5 was white the vast majority of the time (97.6%) and the majority (91.1%) correctly
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indicated that candidate 5 does not possess a criminal record. Respondents to the first survey
used to test hypothesis 3 the vast majority (97.6%) correctly indicated that candidate 6 was
Native American and the majority (91.3%) correctly indicated that candidate 6 does possess a
criminal history.
Respondents to the second survey used to test hypothesis 3, correctly indicated the
majority of the time (92.3%) that candidate 7 is Native American and the majority (94.3%)
correctly indicated that candidate 7 does not have a criminal record. Respondents to the second
survey used to test hypothesis 3, correctly indicated the majority (96.7%) of the time that
candidate 8 is white and the majority (81.4%) correctly indicated that candidate 8 does have a
criminal record.
Analysis
After looking at the perceptions of the job applicants, I analyzed the consistency of my
actual findings with the predicted findings. Then, I compared my actual findings, with each other
on a condition-by-condition basis looking for consistency overall. Survey responses tested three
hypotheses using three different conditions that represented different characteristics of the job
candidates. Even though the actual results of the surveys to condition 1 and condition 3 were not
the results that were expected, they are consistent with each other and with the results of
condition 2, which were as expected.
Contrary to the expected results of condition 1, the actual results showed that a Native
American candidate was chosen as the preferred job candidate and viewed as most suitable and
competent rather than the white job candidate.
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In support of the expectations for condition 2, the predicted and actual results showed
that the candidate without a criminal history was chosen as the preferred candidate and viewed as
most suitable and competent rather than the candidate with a criminal history.
Although the expectation of condition 3 was that race would be weighed more than
criminal history, the results seem to contradict this prediction, and instead indicate that criminal
history is weighed more heavily. The rationale behind the expected result for condition 3, was
that stereotypes about race and criminal history would influence people to imagine the Native
American candidate as a criminal even if he was not. Leading respondents to choose the white
candidate with a criminal history as the preferred candidate and view them as the most suitable
and competent applicant. However, this is not what was found. Respondents chose the Native
American candidate with no criminal as the preferred candidate and viewed them as most
suitable and competent. Additionally, the Native American candidate had the highest percentage
of recommendations of any candidate in my hiring scenario, indicating that Native Americans
were not stereotyped as criminals in my hiring scenario.
The results from condition 3 are consistent with the results from condition 1 and
condition 2: the white job candidate without a criminal history and the Native American job
candidate without a criminal history were chosen as the preferred candidates rather than the
Native American job candidate with a criminal history or the white candidate with a criminal
history. Therefore, criminal history is weighed more heavily than race in the hiring scenario
presented to the respondents of these surveys. Support for this finding is strengthened by the fact
that the results from all of the surveys supported the same conclusion even though each survey
was conducted independently of the others within separate subgroups of the same population,
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and the majority of respondents in all of those subgroups correctly identified the candidate’s race
and whether they have a criminal history.
Therefore, the results examining the preferred candidate, the perception of most suitable,
and most competent all consistently show that criminal history was weighted more heavily than
race, but that race was still a consideration.
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5: DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between race and criminal
history, and the influence of these characteristics on an individual’s likelihood of being a
preferred candidate when applying for a job. Specifically, three hypotheses were used to
determine how being Native American or having a criminal history impact the impression of
candidates in a hiring scenario. This study focused on Native American job candidates since
research on that population is limited.
I found that the Native American job candidate with no criminal history is the preferred
candidate and viewed as the most competent and suitable candidate for the position the majority
of the time. This does not support my hypothesis 1, that a white job candidate with no criminal
history would be the preferred applicant or viewed as the most competent or suitable for the
position when compared to a Native American job candidate with no criminal history
I also found that a job candidate without a criminal history is the preferred candidate and
viewed as the most suitable and competent candidate for the position the majority of the time.
This supports my hypothesis 2, that a job candidate without a criminal history will be preferred
over an applicant with a criminal history.
Lastly, I found that a Native American job candidate without a criminal history is the
preferred candidate and viewed as the most suitable and competent candidate for the position the
majority of the time. This does not support my hypothesis 3, that a white job candidate with a
criminal history will be preferred over a Native American job candidate without a criminal
history. I also found that a white job candidate without a criminal history is the preferred
candidate when compared to a Native American job candidate with a criminal history.
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Although the expectation was that race was going to be an important consideration in
evaluating job candidates, that was not exactly the case in my study. The results showed that
criminal history was weighed more heavily than race. It is essential to note that the timing the
surveys were administered could have contributed to the unexpectedness of the results. The
surveys were sent to the respondents in the midst of the 2020 COVID pandemic when around
100,000 U.S. citizens had died from the virus (Altman 2020) and unemployment rates were the
highest level they had been since the Great Depression in the 1930s (Cheung 2020); during
Trump’s very divisive 2020 presidential term; two months after the filmed, very public murder
of George Floyd at the hands of a Minnesota police officer; and in the middle of the resulting
Black Lives Matter protests that formed across the world. The United States was and still is in
unprecedented times, where all of these major events are coalescing at the same time creating
social turmoil. Race is a particularly salient characteristic and respondents likely were sensitive
to any racial distinctions.
The 2020 summer pandemic lockdown made apparent the expansiveness of the U.S.’s
racial inequalities on a global scale. BIPOC people were and still are contracting COVID and
dying from it at disproportionate rates. According to the CDC, “the percent of cases [of COVID]
for racial and ethnic minority groups are higher than the percent of these populations within the
total U.S. population” (CDC 2020). This means that for example, African Americans only make
up 13% of the US’s total population but according to the CDC (2020), African Americans make
up 22% of those who have contracted COVID and 23% of those who have died from it.
In addition to the spotlight being on racial disparities related to COVID in the U.S., there
have also been many high-profile murders of Black people at the hands of police, such as
Breonna Taylor’s murder, that have pointed out the inequalities present more broadly. Further,
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Americans being stuck at home due to the lockdown led to more people watching TV and the 24hour news cycle that played and replayed the video of George Floyd’s death, influencing more
people to pay attention. After George Floyd’s murder and the resulting demonstrations, civic
unrest in the U.S. is reportedly “at a scale not seen since the assassination of Martin Luther King
Jr in 1968” (Altman 2020).
At the time of the demonstrations and during Trump’s entire presidency, his racist and
problematic rhetoric only exacerbated issues of racial and social unrest further dividing
Americans (Altman 2020). He denied the existence of systemic racism and discrimination
making human rights into political topics that were up for debate, which allowed for people to
deny the existence of many of the deleterious effects related to race in the U.S. Among many
problematic things that Trump has done, he referred to demonstrators as “thugs”, a racialized
term with a historically negative connotation associated with African American communities. He
also threatened to release “vicious dogs” on demonstrators making many feel reminded of racist
actions taken in the South during the Civil Rights era during the 1950s and 60s (Altman 2020).
In the wake of George Floyd’s death Black-led groups have both sprouted up and
continue working to combat racial inequality leading policymakers to listen. According to NBC
news’s Michelle Garcia (2020), in response to Floyd’s death, “more than half of US states have
passed police reform laws, such as banning chokeholds and restricting use of force”. Another
indicator of the beginning of a cultural shift, is that according to LinkedIn (2020), the number of
listings for “chief diversity officers grew by 84 percent last year”. The increase in chief diversity
officer job postings implies that whether through consumer or employee pressure, companies are
beginning to recognize their role in perpetuating inequality and making steps to lessen that
effect.
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Therefore, during the summer of 2020, race and discrimination were topics being
discussed widely by media sources as well as the general public. The prevalence of these
conversations surrounding race likely could have contributed to survey respondents being more
cognizant of race and the potential negative effects that it could have on the individual, resulting
in respondents choosing the candidate of color rather than the white candidate for job hires.
Contributions
Bertrand and Mullainathan (2004), Pager and Shepard (2008), and Young and Fox (2002)
found that being a member of a racial minority group can lead to racial discrimination in
employment and the hiring process. In contrast to my expectations, the results of my study
showed that the Native American job candidate was chosen as the preferred candidate for the
job. Therefore, respondents did not stereotype Native Americans based on race in the same way
that often occurs with African American, Latinx, and Arab populations. This suggests that Native
Americans are possibly viewed differently from other minority populations. In addition, attitudes
towards race in general appear to be changing.
In my hiring scenario, we predicted, based on previous research, that the stigma
associated with a criminal history would come into play and that the job applicant with no
criminal history would be preferred. Western and Beckett (1999) and Western and Pettit (2004)
found that incarceration results in reduced access to opportunities for ex-felons, and Travis and
Petersilia (2001) suggest that this is due to the stigma associated with incarceration that make exfelons undesirable for entry-level or union jobs. The stigma associated with having a criminal
history remains with ex-felons for years, if not for life, and often influences their life course.
Pager (2003) furthers the idea of ex-felons as being undesirable for employment, terming the
stigma associated with past incarceration a “criminal credential”; she asserts that, similar to
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attending college or a trade school, the US prison system acts as a credentialing process that
affects an individual’s access to opportunities. Consistent with her assertion, we found that the
job applicant with no criminal history was the preferred candidate. My findings, similarly,
suggest that the stigma associated with having a criminal history played a role in the outcome for
job candidate preferences.
We also predicted that minority status (being Native American) in conjunction with the
presence of a criminal record would result in the compounded marginality of individuals’
identities, termed a double stigma. Holzer, Raphael, and Stoll (2006) found that when employers
are unable to run background checks they infer past criminal history based on characteristics
such as race, gender, or age. We expected respondents to stereotype candidates as criminals
based upon their race, resulting in the white job applicant with a criminal history being preferred
over a Native American applicant with no criminal history. In this study, however, criminal
history was weighed more heavily than race, and we did not find evidence that Native Americans
are stereotyped as criminals in the same way that African Americans experienced this
stereotyping as job candidates in Pager’s (2003) study. More research and an analysis of the
semantic differentials in our survey would be helpful in saying anything more specific.
Limitations
Although this study sampled the entire alumni population at the University of Montana
who opted-in to participating in student research, the majority of respondents to the survey had
obtained a master’s degree or higher. This demographic profile may indicate that alumni who
had obtained higher degrees of education were more willing to participate in student research.
This also could indicate potential bias in my results; the findings may reflect the perceptions only
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of people who have completed higher educational degrees, who potentially have a higher
awareness of the negative effects of race and criminal history.
My data were collected using subpopulations from one larger population, which made
cross-pair comparisons impossible and limited my ability to run specific statical analyses as well
as my ability to make inferences and generalizations. Because my sample included all alumni
registered with the Alumni offices on campus, I am able to generalize my findings to those
University of Montana alumni. I am not, however, able to generalize to all people in the U.S. or
even all alumni from Liberal Arts universities in the Western United States.
Future Research
If I were to do this study again, I would want to include a gender component and a type
of crime component to see how gender (woman, man, and non-binary) and type of crime (having
been convicted of a violent versus a non-violent offense) either mitigates or exacerbates hiring
process discrimination. I would add these manipulations as well as expand the population of
respondents that are participating in the research to include more diverse levels of education and
ideally future research would use actual employers as the population being sampled.
In addition, I would also base the study more closely on Pager’s (2003) research using an
experiential audit, where actors (typically a white person and a person of color) are trained to act
the same and given identical or equal credentials where they attend in-person interviews with
actual employers and then the researcher measures the number of call-backs each candidate
receives. I would use the resumes to denote criminal history and type of crime. If I was able to
use an experiential audit, I wouldn’t need to use the candidate’s geographic location to denote
their race because the employer would be seeing the candidate in person and inferring race based
on their own impressions, which could potentially be more accurate than the 80% of respondents
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who inferred race correctly based on geographic location and college attended in my study.
Using an experiential audit would also allow for the most similar situation to an actual
hiring scenario and would provide potentially the most accurate information on employer’s
perceptions of race and criminality. Using an experiential audit to collect data would also solve
the issue of not being able to do cross-pair comparisons because the respondents are all from the
same population. This type of methodology would allow for greater generalizability than a
survey or an experiment because it is a random independent sample of job listings being applied
for, meaning that a random independent sample of employers are reviewing the fictitious
applicants.
Future research should also include post-hoc interviews or a post-hoc survey with
employers asking about their perceptions of the job candidates and include questions that could
allow the researcher to do checks on the validity of the manipulations. Similar to Pager and
Quillian’s (2005) research where they compared the data from an experiential audit, meant to
show employer’s actual hiring behavior to their self-reported behavior collected through a posthoc telephone survey of the same employers. This allows for the researcher to say more about
the employer’s perceptions of job candidates and how having a criminal history and race can
affect hiring situations. I would, for example, include a question asking the employer to
speculate on what race they thought the candidate was. I had respondents answer questions about
what they thought the candidate’s race was as well as asking if the candidate had a criminal
history or not in the surveys. Through analyzing the data on those manipulation check questions,
I found that having Native American candidates be from Browning, MT and having attended the
Blackfeet Tribal Community College and having white candidates be from Helena, MT or
Kalispell, MT and having attended Helena College or Flathead Valley Community college to
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denote candidate race was successful. In all of the surveys used to test my hypothesis over 80%
of respondents interpreted the candidate information (race and criminal history) correctly.
Future research on the subject should ensure that all of the data is collected from one
overall population, rather than subpopulations. I collected my data from subpopulations and
therefore was unable to make cross-pair comparisons, which excluded some potentially
interesting and consequential findings and limited what statistical analyses I was able to run.
Collating all of the data would allow for cross-pair comparisons of the findings for the
recommended candidate, preferred candidate, and suitability and competency ratings, allowing
for more definitive conclusions.
It is interesting that my results indicate that criminal history is a more important
consideration in hiring than being Native American. Previous literature has never looked at this
particular population in relation to the topic, therefore it was thought that the results from other
minorities would be generalizable to Native Americans. Future research should further examine
the relationship between being Native American and having a criminal history to see if this
population is in fact viewed differently from other minority populations.
Policy Recommendation
There are a multitude of policy initiatives that could help stop the effect of a criminal
history on employment opportunities. One approach, however, is not sufficient to bring this issue
to an end. The policy recommendation here consists of a myriad of ideas. The first is “the
adoption of the EEOCS’s rule that it be unlawful without business necessity, to disqualify job
candidates based on criminal records” (Westrope 2018). This would allow ex-offenders an equal
opportunity to obtain employment potentially addressing some of the discrimination in hiring
practices. The EEOC policy will also give these ex-offenders an opportunity for legal recourse if
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they do experience discrimination. Under this policy recommendation, job candidates who
possess a criminal record cannot be discounted from a hiring process based solely on their
criminal record, unless the offense is job-related or would impede their ability to perform the job.
Another vital point in the policy recommendation, is rehumanizing the previously incarcerated
individual. When an employer looks at a resume or job application and they see the criminal
record box checked, often times the person is immediately discounted from being considered for
the job or being viewed as suitable or competent for the job (which our findings supported).
Rather than just being viewed as a checked box, this would force employers to consider the
individual as a whole. This remedy, in theory, would also increase employment of postincarcerated individuals which also addresses recidivism due to an inability to reintegrate.
Lastly, we need to be more discerning in who we sentence to jail or prison. The United
States Carceral state is one of the largest in the world and many have begun to more clearly
attribute the growth in size to the “larger economic and political structures, and ideologies than
to individual criminal conduct and efforts to curb “crime”” (Davis and Shaylor 2001). Varying
groups have vested interests in expanding the carceral state in order to acquire the cheapest labor
and profit off it, therefore profiting off of the commodification of individuals. We know that
minority group members are more likely to end up incarcerated (Davis and Shaylor 2001)
therefore meaning that this commodification of individuals is concentrated in this minority group
member population. There has been enough research on prisons to know that they are not
rehabilitative and if anything, are disruptive to an individual’s life course and often lead to the
revolving door of the criminal justice system in that ex-offenders recidivate and end up back in
prison. As a country, we should be exploring alternatives to incarceration especially for nonviolent offenders who pose little risk to the public.
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APPENDIX A: COPIES OF JOB DESCRIPTIONS
Description reviewed by all respondents first as a task orientation.
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Description reviewed by all respondents second as a task orientation.

Description reviewed by all respondents last for the test pair candidates.
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APPENDIX B: CANDIDATE RESUMES
First resume reviewed by all the respondents as a task orientation.
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59

Second resume reviewed by all the respondents as a task orientation.
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61

Candidate test pair for hypothesis 1:
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63

64

65

Candidate test pair for hypothesis 2:
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67

68

69

Candidates from the first survey used to test hypothesis 3
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72

73

Candidates from the second survey used to test hypothesis 3
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APPENDIX C: QUESTIONNAIRES
All the questions are the same for all survey respondents, characteristics of the candidates being
reviewed as the test pair, however, vary based on the hypothesis.

Percept of cand 3 and 4

Instructions: 1.) As a participant in this research, you will review job listings. These
descriptions are taken from actual advertised job positions. You will find that the descriptions
may vary from job to job. Read each description carefully to make sure that you understand the
qualifications that an employer might be looking for in a job applicant.
2.) Along with each job description, you will read the application results compiled from two
candidates. The last names have been removed and the information has been modified for
candidate privacy.
3.) After reviewing the applications, your job is to choose who is a better fit between the two
candidates.
4.) There are several additional items on the questionnaire to be filled out. It’s important that
you complete everything for your data to be of help to us. You may jot down notes or
information that you believe is important for your decision as you read the materials, so you can
make your decisions more quickly. Or you may move back and forth within each package to
check the job description or applicant information.
5.) This survey is voluntary and you may skip questions that you prefer not to answer or you
may stop taking the survey at any time.
6.) At the end of the survey, you will have an opportunity to request a copy of the final results of
this study.

Have you read the instructions and do you agree with the terms of participation (Previously
stated)?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
78

Job Description 1:

Candidate 1:

Candidate 2:

What is the job description (listed previously) for this position?
________________________________________________________________

Name of candidate 1:
________________________________________________________________

Where did he go to college?
________________________________________________________________
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Name of candidate 2:
________________________________________________________________

Where did he go to college?
________________________________________________________________

Which candidate is best for the job?
▼ John (1) (1) ... Jeff (2) (2)

Which candidate would you recommend for the job?
▼ John (1) (1) ... Jeff (2) (2)

Regardless of your recommendation, please rate the suitability of each candidate on the
following scales.

Candidate 1, John:

In terms of suitability for the job, how would you rate John, [candidate 1]?
Extremely
suitable
(1)
Suitability
(1)

o

Moderately
suitable (2)

o

Slightly
suitable
(3)

Neither
suitable
nor
unsuitable
(4)

o

o
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Slightly
unsuitable
(5)

o

Moderately
unsuitable
(6)

o

Extremely
unsuitable
(7)

o

If you had to predict how competent this candidate would be at this job, how would you rate
John, [candidate 1]?
Extremel
y
compete
nt (1)
Competenc
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y
competent
(2)

o

Slightly
compete
nt (3)

Neither
competent
nor
incompete
nt (4)

o

o

Slightly
incompete
nt (5)

o

Moderatel
y
incompete
nt (6)

o

Extremely
incompete
nt (7)

o

Now, I would like to ask you about your impressions of John, [candidate 1]. Consider each pair
of adjectives (Considerate/Inconsiderate, Harmless/Dangerous, and so on). For the following
pairs, indicate the point on the scale which YOU believe to your best guess describes the
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behavior and characteristics of John, [candidate 1]. Check only one circle for each pair of
adjectives.
1 (1)
Considerate
Harmless
Unknowledgeable
High Status
Follower
Threatening
Cooperative
Incapable
Lazy
Trustworthy
Stoic
Likeable
Unfriendly
Spiritual

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

2 (2)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3 (3)

4 (4)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

5 (5)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

6 (6)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Inconsiderate
Dangerous
Knowledgeable
Low Status
Leader
Safe
Uncooperative
Capable
Ambitious
Dishonest
Humorous
Unlikeable
Friendly
Worldly

Candidate 2, Jeff:

In terms of suitability for the job, how would you rate Jeff, [candidate 2]?
Extremely
suitable
(1)
Suitability
(1)

o

Moderately
suitable (2)

o

Slightly
suitable
(3)

Neither
suitable
nor
unsuitable
(4)

o

o

Slightly
unsuitable
(5)

o

Moderately
unsuitable
(6)

o

Extremely
unsuitable
(7)

o

If you had to predict how competent this candidate would be at this job how would you rate Jeff,
[candidate 2]?
Extremel
y
compete
nt (1)
Competenc
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y
competent
(2)

o

Slightly
compete
nt (3)

Neither
competent
nor
incompete
nt (4)

o

o

Slightly
incompete
nt (5)

o

Moderatel
y
incompete
nt (6)

o

Extremely
incompete
nt (7)

o

Now, I would like to ask you about your impressions of Jeff, [candidate 2]. For the following
pairs of adjectives, indicate the point on the scale which YOU believe to your best

83

guess describes the behavior and characteristics of Jeff, [candidate 2]. Check only one circle for
each pair of adjectives.
1 (1)
Considerate
Harmless
Unknowledgeable
High Status
Follower
Threatening
Cooperative
Incapable
Lazy
Trustworthy
Stoic
Likeable
Unfriendly
Spiritual

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

2 (2)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3 (3)

4 (4)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

5 (5)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

6 (6)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Inconsiderate
Dangerous
Knowledgeable
Low Status
Leader
Safe
Uncooperative
Capable
Ambitious
Dishonest
Humorous
Unlikeable
Friendly
Worldly

John's (candidate 1's) highest level of education

o Some high school (4)
o High School Diploma (5)
o Some college (9)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (10)
o Undergraduate Degree (BA or BS) (11)
o Advanced Degree (PhD, MD, JD, MBA, etc.) (12)
Did John (candidate 1) receive any educational awards or scholarships?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What was John's college GPA?

o Less than 2.5 (1)
o 2.5-2.9 (2)
o 3.0-3.4 (3)
o 3.5-3.9 (4)
o 4.0 (5)
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Based on your best guess, what is John's race?

o White (4)
o Black or African American (7)
o Asian or Pacific Islander (8)
o American Indian or Native American (10)
Is John of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Does John have a criminal history?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)
Jeff's (candidate 2's) highest level of education

o Some high school (4)
o High School Diploma (5)
o Some college (9)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (10)
o Undergraduate Degree (BA or BS) (11)
o Advanced Degree (Phd, MD, JD, MBA, etc.) (12)
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Did Jeff (candidate 2) receive any educational awards or scholarships?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What was Jeff's college GPA?

o Less than 2.5 (1)
o 2.5-2.9 (2)
o 3.0-3.4 (3)
o 3.5-3.9 (4)
o 4.0 (5)
Based on your best guess, what is Jeff's race?

o White (4)
o Black or African American (7)
o Asian or Pacific Islander (8)
o American Indian or Native American (12)
Is Jeff of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Does Jeff have a criminal history?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)
Job Description 2:

Candidate 3:

Candidate 4:

What is the job description (listed previously) for this position?
________________________________________________________________

Name of candidate 3:
________________________________________________________________
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Where did he go to college?
________________________________________________________________

Name of candidate 4:
________________________________________________________________

Where did he go to college?
________________________________________________________________

Which candidate is best for the job?
▼ Josh (3) (1) ... Dylan (4) (2)

Which candidate would you recommend for the job?
▼ Josh (3) (1) ... Dylan (4) (2)

Regardless of your recommendation, please rate the suitability of each candidate on the
following scales.

Candidate 3, Josh:
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In terms of suitability for the job, how would you rate Josh, [candidate 3]?
Extremely
suitable
(1)
Suitability
(1)

o

Moderately
suitable (2)

o

Slightly
suitable
(3)

Neither
suitable
nor
unsuitable
(4)

o

o

Slightly
unsuitable
(5)

o

Moderately
unsuitable
(6)

o

Extremely
unsuitable
(7)

o

If you had to predict how competent this candidate would be at this job how would you rate Josh,
[candidate 3]?
Extremel
y
compete
nt (1)
Competenc
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y
competent
(2)

o

Slightly
compete
nt (3)

Neither
competent
nor
incompete
nt (4)

o

o

Slightly
incompete
nt (5)

o

Moderatel
y
incompete
nt (6)

o

Extremely
incompete
nt (7)

o

Now, I would like to ask you about your impressions of Josh, [candidate 3]. For the following
pairs of adjectives, indicate the point on the scale which YOU believe to your best
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guess describes the behavior and characteristics of Josh, [candidate 3]. Check only one circle for
each pair of adjectives.
1 (1)
Considerate
Harmless
Unknowledgeable
High Status
Follower
Threatening
Cooperative
Incapable
Lazy
Trustworthy
Stoic
Likeable
Unfriendly
Spiritual

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

2 (2)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3 (3)

4 (4)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

5 (5)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

6 (6)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Inconsiderate
Dangerous
Knowledgeable
Low Status
Leader
Safe
Uncooperative
Capable
Ambitious
Dishonest
Humorous
Unlikeable
Friendly
Worldly

Candidate 4, Dylan:

In terms of suitability for the job, how would you rate Dylan [candidate 4]?
Extremely
suitable
(1)
Suitability
(1)

o

Moderately
suitable (2)

o

Slightly
suitable
(3)

Neither
suitable
nor
unsuitable
(4)

o

o

Slightly
unsuitable
(5)

o

Moderately
unsuitable
(6)

o

Extremely
unsuitable
(7)

o

If you had to predict how competent this candidate would be at this job how would you rate
Dylan [candidate 4]?
Extremel
y
compete
nt (1)
Competenc
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y
competent
(2)

o

Slightly
compete
nt (3)

Neither
competent
nor
incompete
nt (4)

o

o

Slightly
incompete
nt (5)

o

Moderatel
y
incompete
nt (6)

o

Extremely
incompete
nt (7)

o

Now, I would like to ask you about your impressions of Dylan, [candidate 4]. For the following
pairs of adjectives, indicate the point on the scale which YOU believe to your best guess
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describes the behavior and characteristics of Dylan, [candidate 4]. Check only one circle for each
pair of adjectives.
1 (1)
Considerate
Harmless
Unknowledgeable
High Status
Follower
Threatening
Cooperative
Incapable
Lazy
Trustworthy
Stoic
Likeable
Unfriendly
Spiritual

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

2 (2)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3 (3)

4 (4)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

5 (5)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

6 (6)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Inconsiderate
Dangerous
Knowledgeable
Low Status
Leader
Safe
Uncooperative
Capable
Ambitious
Dishonest
Humorous
Unlikeable
Friendly
Worldly

What was Josh's (candidate 3's) level of education?

o Some high school (4)
o High School Diploma (5)
o Some college (9)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (10)
o Undergraduate Degree (BA or BS) (11)
o Advanced Degree (PhD, MD, JD, MBA, etc.) (12)
Did Josh (candidate 3) receive any educational awards or scholarships?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What was Josh's college GPA?

o Less than 2.5 (1)
o 2.5-2.9 (2)
o 3.0-3.4 (3)
o 3.5-3.9 (4)
o 4.0 (5)
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Based on your best guess, what is Josh's race?

o White (4)
o Black or African American (7)
o Asian or Pacific Islander (8)
o American Indian or Native American (10)
Is Josh of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Does Josh have a criminal history?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)
What was Dylan's (candidate 4's) level of education?

o Some high school (4)
o High School Diploma (5)
o Some College (9)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (10)
o Undergraduate Degree (BA or BS) (11)
o Advanced Degree (PhD, MD, JD, MBA, etc.) (12)
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Did Dylan (candidate 4) receive any educational awards or scholarships?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What was Dylan's college GPA?

o Less than 2.5 (1)
o 2.5-2.9 (2)
o 3.0-3.4 (3)
o 3.5-3.9 (4)
o 4.0 (5)
Based on your best guess, what is Dylan's race?

o White (4)
o Black or African American (7)
o Asian or Pacific Islander (8)
o American Indian or Native American (10)
Is Dylan of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Does Dylan have a criminal history?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)
Job Description 3:

Candidate 5:

Candidate 6:

What is the job description (listed previously) for this position?
________________________________________________________________

Name of candidate 5:
________________________________________________________________

97

Where did he go to college?
________________________________________________________________

Name of candidate 6:
________________________________________________________________

Where did he go to college?
________________________________________________________________

Which candidate is best for the job?
▼ Tom (5) (1) ... Mike (6) (2)

Which candidate would you recommend for the job?
▼ Tom (5) (1) ... Mike (6) (2)

Regardless of your recommendation, please rate the suitability of each candidate on the
following scales

Candidate 5, Tom:
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In terms of suitability for the job, how would you rate Tom, [candidate 5]?
Extremel
y
suitable
(1)
Suitabilit
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y suitable
(2)

o

Slightl
y
suitabl
e (3)

Neither
suitable
nor
unsuitabl
e (4)

o

Slightly
unsuitabl
e (5)

o

Moderately unsuita
ble (6)

o

o

Extremel
y
unsuitabl
e (7)

o

If you had to predict how competent this candidate would be at this job, how would you rate
Tom, [candidate 5]?
Extremel
y
compete
nt (1)
Competenc
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y
competent
(2)

o

Slightly
compete
nt (3)

Neither
competent
nor
incompete
nt (4)

o

o

Slightly
incompete
nt (5)

o

Moderatel
y
incompete
nt (6)

o

Extremely
incompete
nt (7)

o

Now, I would like to ask you about your impressions of Tom, [candidate 5]. For the following
pairs of adjectives, indicate the point on the scale which YOU believe to your best
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guess describes the behavior and characteristics of Tom, [candidate 5]. Check only one circle for
each pair of adjectives.
1 (1)
Considerate
Harmless
Unknowledgeable
High Status
Follower
Threatening
Cooperative
Incapable
Lazy
Trustworthy
Stoic
Likeable
Unfriendly
Spiritual

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

2 (2)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3 (3)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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4 (4)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

5 (5)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

6 (6)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Inconsiderate
Dangerous
Knowledgeable
Low Status
Leader
Safe
Uncooperative
Capable
Ambitious
Dishonest
Humorous
Unlikeable
Friendly
Worldly

Candidate 6, Mike:

In terms of suitability for the job, how would you rate Mike, [candidate 6]?
Extremely
suitable
(1)
Suitability
(1)

o

Moderately
suitable (2)

o

Slightly
suitable
(3)

Neither
suitable
nor
unsuitable
(4)

o

o

Slightly
unsuitable
(5)

o

Moderately
unsuitable
(6)

o

Extremely
unsuitable
(7)

o

If you had to predict how competent this candidate would be at this job, how would you rate
Mike, [candidate 6]?
Extremel
y
compete
nt (1)
Competenc
y (1)

o

Moderatel
y
competent
(2)

o

Slightly
compete
nt (3)

Neither
competent
nor
incompete
nt (4)

o

o

Slightly
incompete
nt (5)

o

Moderatel
y
incompete
nt (6)

o

Extremely
incompete
nt (7)

o

Now, I would like to ask you about your impressions of Mike, [candidate 6]. For the following
pairs of adjectives, indicate the point on the scale which YOU believe to your best
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guess describes the behavior and characteristics of Mike, [candidate 6]. Check only one circle for
each pair of adjectives.
1 (1)
Considerate
Harmless
Unknowledgeable
High Status
Follower
Threatening
Cooperative
Incapable
Lazy
Trustworthy
Stoic
Likeable
Unfriendly
Spiritual

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

2 (2)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

3 (3)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
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4 (4)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

5 (5)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

6 (6)

o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
o

Inconsiderate
Dangerous
Knowledgeable
Low Status
Leader
Safe
Uncooperative
Capable
Ambitious
Dishonest
Humorous
Unlikeable
Friendly
Worldly

What was Tom's (candidate 5's) level of education?

o Some high school (4)
o High School Diploma (5)
o Some college (9)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (10)
o Undergraduate Degree (BA or BS) (11)
o Advanced Degree (PhD, MD, JD, MBA, etc.) (12)
Did Tom (candidate 5) receive any educational awards or scholarships?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What was Tom's college GPA?

o Less than 2.5 (1)
o 2.5-2.9 (2)
o 3.0-3.4 (3)
o 3.5-3.9 (4)
o 4.0 (5)
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Based on your best guess, what is Tom's race?

o White (4)
o Black or African American (7)
o Asian or Pacific Islander (8)
o American Indian or Native American (10)
Is Tom of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
Does Tom have a criminal history?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)
What was Mike's (candidate 6's) level of education?

o Some high school (4)
o High School Diploma (5)
o Some college (9)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (10)
o Undergraduate Degree (BA or BS) (11)
o Advanced Degree (PhD, MD, JD, MBA, etc.) (12)
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Did Mike (candidate 6) receive any educational awards or scholarships?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What was Mike's college GPA?

o Less than 2.5 (1)
o 2.5-2.9 (2)
o 3.0-3.4 (3)
o 3.5-3.9 (4)
o 4.0 (5)
Based on your best guess, what is Mike's race?

o White (4)
o Black or African American (7)
o Asian or Pacific Islander (8)
o American Indian or Native American (10)
Is Mike of Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
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Does Mike have a criminal history?

o Yes (4)
o No (5)
Please answer the following questions about yourself.

How old are you in years?
________________________________________________________________

Please answer both of the following questions about Hispanic origin and race. Are you of
Hispanic, Latino or Spanish origin?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What is your race? Check all that apply.

▢
▢
▢
▢
▢

White (4)
Black or African American (5)
American Indian, Native American or Alaska Native (6)
Asian or Pacific Islander (9)
Other (10) ________________________________________________
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What gender do you identify most closely with?

o Cisgender Man (Assigned male at birth and identify as a male) (1)
o Transgender Man (Assigned female at birth and identify as a male) (2)
o Cisgender Woman (Assigned female at birth and identify as a female) (3)
o Transgender Woman (Assigned male at birth and identify as a female) (4)
o Non-binary / Gender Fluid / Two-Spirit (6)
o Other (5) ________________________________________________
Have you ever been convicted of a crime?

o Yes (1)
o No (2)
What is the highest level of education that you have completed?

o Some High School (3)
o High School Diploma (4)
o Some college (5)
o Associate's Degree (AA Degree) (6)
o Undergraduate Degree (7)
o Master's of Arts/Master's of Science Degree (8)
o Doctorate (9)
o Other (10)
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What field was your degree in?
________________________________________________________________

Do you have any questions related to the questionnaire?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________

Do you have any feedback about the questionnaire?
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________

Thank you for participating in this survey!
If you would like to learn about the findings of this survey.
Please go to:
https://umt.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_eDMgPCfnK83BwCF
There you will be asked to provide your email address so that once the study is complete, we can
send you an email with some of the findings and a link to a complete report of the results.
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